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REMARKS AND DISCUSSION 

Upon entry of the present amendment, the application includes claims 1 and 3-18, of 
which, Claims 1 and 9 are independent. Claims 1, 7 and 9 have been amended in the present 
amendment. Claim 2 has been cancelled in this amendment. New claims 17-1 8 are added with 
this amendment. 

The above-identified Office Action has been reviewed, the references carefully 
considered, and the Examinees comments carefully weighed. In view thereof, the present 
Amendment is submitted. It is contended that by the present amendment, all bases of rejection 
set forth in the Office Action have been traversed and overcome. Accordingly, reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Amendments Presented 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 9 in the interest of expediting prosecution by further 
defining that the particle detector has a light source without additional laser medium , while claim 
1 additionally incorporates the limitations of claim 2 (now cancelled). Claim 7, previously 
dependent upon claim 2, has been amended to be dependent upon claim 1 . New claim 17 
further defines that in the particle detector of claim 1 , the light from the light emitted from a 
light-emitting diode or a semiconductor laser passes directly from the condensing lens system to 
the nonlinear optical crystal or directly from the condensing lens system through one of said 
mirrors and then to the nonlinear optical crystal, while claim 18 depends from claim 9 and 
defines similar limitations. 

The specification has been amended to provide an express antecedent basis for the 
amendments made to claims 1 , 9 by defining that " the particle detector does not include any 
laser medium, e.g., the LED 1 is used as the light source, whereas no conventional laser medium 
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/5 used in conjunction with the light Lb reflected between nonlinear optical crystal 13 and the 
reflecting mirror 14", and that in the potential modification where a semiconductor laser is used 
as the light source, "the invention would still not use a conventional laser medium in conjunction 
with the light Lb reflected between nonlinear optical crystal and the reflecting mirror between 
the reflecting mirrors, or between the reflecting mirror and the reflecting film as shown. 

Applicant respectfully submits that all of the above amendments are fully supported by 
the original application including each of Figs* 1-5. Applicant also respectfully submits that the 
above amendments do not introduce any new matter into the application, since all of the subject 
matter thereof was expressly or inherently disclosed in the original specification, including the 
drawings. 

Claim Rejections under 3S USC 8 102 

At Item 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-7 under 35 USC § 1 02(b) 
as anticipated by Girvin et al (US Patent 5,642,193). The Examiner claims that Girvin discloses 
each and every aspect of the claimed invention, with particular reference to alternative embodiment 
shown in Girvin' s Fig. 3 . 
Applicant's Response 

Upon careful consideration and in light of the above amendments, applicant respectfully 
submits that Girvin et al. does not disclose each and every aspect of the claimed invention, and 
that each of claims present 1 and 3-7 patentably distinguish over this reference, based on the 
following. 

Initially, applicant respectfully submits that Girvin' s particle detector is fundamentally 
distinct from the claimed invention because he requires a laser/lasing medium (lasing medium 1 8 
in each of his embodiments) in addition to his light source (semiconductor laser diode pump 
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source 20 in each of his embodiments), and because he requires the formation of a resonant 
cavity in which particle detection light is resonated between reflecting surfaces, as essential 
aspects of his invention. See for example, his Summary of the Invention, where he discusses that 
he has achieved the object of his invention, " by providing a solid-state lasing medium, such as 
an Nd: YAG crystal, disposed in a resonant cavity that includes an intracavity view volume. The 
resonant cavity is defined by two spaced apart mirrors, with the lasing medium positioned 
between them, defining a light path." 

Directly contrary to Girvin's essential lasing medium, the invention of independent 
claims 1 and 9 now expressly precludes an additional laser medium beyond the (basic) light 
source. Moreover, the present invention does not require or utilize a "resonant cavity" as 
required by Girvin. In a resonant cavity such as that of Girvin, the intensity of light can be 
increased in a case where the distance between two mirrors is equal to an integer number of half- 
wavelengths (X/2). 

The above distinctions reflect very significant advantages of the present invention over 
conventional particle detection systems such as that of Girvin (which is the specific background 
art discussed in the present application). As discussed in the Background Art section of the 
present application, in the conventional light scattering type particle detector (such as that of 
Girvin), it is necessary to control the wavelength of the pumping laser light semiconductor laser 
to be a wavelength in which the solid-state laser medium can absorb energy most effectively. 
Further, in order to control the wavelength of the pumping laser light, the temperature of the 
semiconductor laser needs to be controlled. Thus, in a system such as that disclosed by Girvin, 
the elements for controlling the temperature of the semiconductor laser (and thus the wavelength 
of the pumping laser light) are considerably large scale, and hence complex and expensive. 
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In contrast, in the claimed invention, not only is the conventional need for a laser medium 
eliminated, but the light is only reciprocated, as opposed to resonated, between the reflective 
surfaces. Thus, according to the claimed invention the reflective surfaces are allowing to be 
spaced apart without regard to the wavelength of light emitted by the light source. 
Correspondingly, significantly greater flexibility is permitted in system design and manufacture, 
resulting in simplified and less expensive manufacturing, which still achieving desired high 
detection accuracy. 

The Standard for Anticipation 

In the case of Motorola, Inc. v. Interdigital Technology Corp., 121 R 3d 1461 (CAFC 

1997), the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit stated: 

"For a prior art reference to anticipate a claim, the reference must disclose each 
and every element of the claim with sufficient clarity to prove its existence in the prior art 
(citation omitted). 'The (prior art) reference must describe the applicant's claimed 
invention sufficiently to have placed a person of ordinary skill in the field of the 
invention in possession of it' (citations omitted) . Although this disclosure requirement 
presupposes the knowledge of one skilled in the art of the claimed invention, that 
presumed knowledge does not grant a license to read into the prior art reference teachings 
that are not there." 

The above-quoted passage is consistent with many previous cases of the Federal Circuit 
and with MPEP 2131, which reiterate the rule that in order to anticipate a claim, a reference 
must teach every element of the claim. "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element 
as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art 
reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 
1053 (Fed. Cin 1987). For the reasons put forth above, Applicant respectfully submits that Girvin 
et al. does not disclose each and every aspect of the claimed invention and therefore requests that 
the rejection under 35 USC § 102(b) be reconsidered. 

. Applicant submits that claim 1 as amended is patentably distinct oyer the Giryin . 
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reference. For the reasons put forth above, Applicant respectfully submits that all bases of 
rejection under 35 USC 102(b) have been overcome and respectfully requests reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejections of claims 1 -7. 
Claim Rejections under 35 USC 8 103 

At Item 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 8-16 35 USC § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Girvin et al. (U.S. Patent 5,642,193) in view of Matsuda et al. (U.S. Publication 
2003/0223062). It is the Examiner's position that Girvin discloses all the aspects of claim 8 with 
the exception of the condensing lens system. The Examiner claims that Matsuda discloses a 
condensing lens system and that it would have been obvious for a person skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the condensing lens system of Matsuda with the particle detector 
of Girvin to make the claimed invention obvious. 
Applicant's Response 

Applicant has carefully considered the Examiner's rejection and respectfully traverses such 
rejection for those reasons set forth above with respect to Girvin, which are not overcome by any 
additional teachings of Matsuda. 

Though applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's rejection, in an effort to 
expedite prosecution of the application, again, applicant has amended the independent claims to 
further distinguish the claimed invention from the references cited by the Examiner. 
Specifically, applicant has included the limitations having a light source without additional laser 
medium. 

Based on the foregoing, applicant respectfully submits that the rejections of claims 8-16 
under 35 USC 103(a) have been overcome, and it is respectfully requested that such rejections be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Other Matters 

New claims 17-18 are believed to be allowable over the references of record based on the 
foregoing arguments regarding claims 1 and 9, and based on the additional features recited in the 
new claims. 
Conclusion 

Applicant respectfully suggests that as presently amended, all of the pending claims are 
believed to be allowable. It is applicant's contention that no possible reading of the references, 
either singly or in any reasonable combination, can be viewed as teaching applicant's claimed 
invention. For all of the above mentioned reasons, applicant requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of record, and allowance of the pending claims. 

The application is now believed to be in condition for allowance and a notice to this 
effect is earnestly solicited.. 

Favorable consideration is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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